REMARKS 

The Office Action, dated November 19, 2007, has been received and carefully 
noted. The above amendments to the claims, and the following remarks, are submitted as 
a full and complete response thereto. 

Claims 1-6, 8-21, and 23-39 are currently pending in this application, including 
independent claims 1, 17, 32, 33, 35, 38 and 39. Applicants herein amended claims 1, 
17-19, and 32-39 to more particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter of 
the present application. It is respectfully submitted that the amendments add no new 
subject matter to the present application and serve only to place the present application in 
better condition for examination. Entry of the amendments and reconsideration of the 
rejected pending claims are respectfully requested. It is believed that all grounds for 
rejection in the Office Action are currently addressed and that the present application is 
currently in condition for reconsideration in view of the amendment and the following 
arguments. Allowance of claims 1-6, 8-21, and 23-39 is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim Allowances 

Applicants wish to express great appreciation for the Official Notice provided in 
the Office Action that claims 1-6, 8-21, and 23-3 1 are allowed. The remaining claims 32- 
39 have been rejected on formal basis. Because claims 32-39 contained recitations that 
correspond to one or more of allowed claims 1-6, 8-21, and 23-31, Applicants 
respectfully request that claims 32-39 should also be allowed on similar grounds if these 
formal rejections are overcome. 
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Claim Rejections 

The Office Action rejected claims 38 and 39 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph 
as being directed to a "single means." In response, Applicants herein amended claims 38 
and 39 to address this rejection. Because the amended claims now include plural mean- 
plus-function limitations, Applicants urge that the rejection is now moot. Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully request that this grounds for rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 32-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. In particular, the Office Action asserted 
that the claims contain subject matter which was not described in the specification, and 
that the original specification fails to provide details for an individual node or control 
element as recited in claims 32-39. Applicants respectfully disagree with this finding. 
Applicants note that the specification identifies a control element TA and nodes TP. 
Also, as described in the previously submitted Response (dated September 14, 2007), 
Applicants submit that support for these amendments is found at least in original claims 
17, 20, 29 and 30. 

For example, original claims 17 included the following statements: 

17. A network system comprising a plurality of network nodes (TPO to 
TP5) and a network configuration control element (TA), wherein each pair 
of network nodes is connected via virtual direct connections, wherein the 
network nodes are adapted to perform quality measurements of the virtual 
direct connections and to send results of the quality measurements to the 
network configuration control element, and the network configuration 
control element (TA) is adapted to decide, based on the results of the 
quality measurements, whether a virtual direct connection is to be used for 
conveying data or not. 
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It is well established in the U.S. patent law that original claims are a part of the 
specification. Furthermore, disclosure of a plurality of nodes would inherently disclose 
each of the nodes separately. Thus, claims 32-39 reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
art that the inventors had possession of the claimed invention at the time the application 
was filed. Because this rejection is legally incorrect, Applicants respectfully request that 
this grounds for rejection also should be withdrawn. 

The Office Action rejected claims 32-39 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph 
for being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter of the present invention. In response, Applicants herein amended claims 32-39 to 
address this rejection and to correct minor stylistic errors. Applicants respectfully 
suggest the amendments address the cited clarity deficiencies in claims 32-39 have been 
addresses, and that this grounds for rejection should be withdrawn. 

Regarding claim 32, the Office Action alleged a lack of proper antecedent basis 
for the feature "the network configuration control element means" as recited in line 7. 
Applicants herein amended claim 32 to address this rejection. 

Regarding claims 33-39, the Office Action asserted that 1) these claims do not 
appear to recite structural elements, 2) do not appear to delineate the preamble from the 
body of the claims and 3) the "wherein" clauses are vague. In response, Applicants 
amended claims 33-39 in an effort to address the concerns raised in the Office Action in 
the rejection. 

In conclusion, as discussed above, each of the pending claims 1-6, 8-21, and 23- 
39, including independent claims 1, 17, 32, 33, 35, 38 and 39, recites subject matter 
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which is neither disclosed nor suggested in the prior art of record. Applicants submit that 
the recited subject matter is more that sufficient to render the recited embodiments of the 
present invention non-obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the technical art of 
telecommunications. It is respectfully requested that the allowance of claims 1-6, 8-21, 
and 23-31 be maintained and that claims 32-39 are now in condition for allowance in 
view of the above arguments, comments, and remarks and the application be passed to 



If for any reason the Examiner determines that the application is not now in 
condition for allowance, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner contact, by 
telephone, the applicants' undersigned representative at the indicated telephone number to 
arrange for an interview to expedite the disposition of this application. 

In the event this paper is not being timely filed, the applicants respectfully petition 
for an appropriate extension of time. Any fees for such an extension together with any 
additional fees may be charged to Counsel's Deposit Account 50-2222. 
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